Reply m Final Office Action of Match 24 f 2006 Docket No.: 2185-048&P 

Application No. §9/708^19 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-4 reman pending in the above-identified application, with claims 1-2 standing 
ready for further action on the merits, and claims 3-4 being withdrawn from consideration based 
on an earlier restriction requirement of the Examiner. 

Enclosed 37CFR § 1J32 Dedamti&n &/Mr. Takemum 

Enclosed with fee instant reply is a 3? CFR § 1.1 32 Declaration of Mr, Kazuki 
Takemara, which, is being tiled k support of the patentability of the instant invention as claimed. 
The Examiner is respectfully requested to review Mr. Takermira's enclosed declaration at this 
time as it is submitted to be material to a consideration of the patentability of the instant 

invention as claimed. 

Clmm Rejection - 55 USC§ 102(b) 

Claims 1-2 have been rejected under the provisions of 35 USC § 102(b) a? being 
anticipated by Yamada ei al. US '553 {US 4.49L553Y Reconsideration and withdraw of tins 
rejection is respectfully requested bused on the following considerations. 

Incorporation by Reference 

Remarks set forth in the prior reply of December 27, 2005 are incorporated herein by 
reference in their entirety, since they support the patentability of each of pending claims 1-2 
(under consideration at present) and claims 3-4 (withdrawn at present). As such, the Examiner is 
respectfully requested to review such remarks in their entirety at this time. 
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:; A claim k anticipated only i i" c;sch and evu-y dement us sci ;Wlk in the claim is found, 
diher c\pre?s[y or inherently dcscribwJ. in a single pnor art reference." f V?</c^< : AY--/?, i. 
I (hi i o. oft'olifanda. 814 F.2J 62{s. o3 i . 2 LTSPQ2J 105L 1-52 ;Fed. (.'jr. 19S7). "The 
identical invention must be shown iu as complete ddad as is contained in the ... aaiin/' 
Ruhardwi >. Si-^k: .Motor Co.. Sf* F.2d 1226, 1256, Q RSPQ2d 1913. I92u (Fed. (>. F)*9) 
The deniems nmst he arrayed as required by the claim, bed ibis is not an ipv.ydnns \ck : us io:-i 
i.e.. idemity of renuiuoiu-y is n»t required. In rc HomL 9;U i.2d 851 . 15 L.'SPQiM 15e>6 (Fed. 



In support of the outstanding rejection, the Examiner slates as follows at page 2 : line 16 
to page 3. line 16 of the outstanding office action.. 

Previously, the examiner argued that the declaration filed 4/4/05 was not 
persuasive' given that if is not clear what method is used to form the resin 
composite or why the method appears to he different than thai of Yamada et ai 
The examiner stated thai it was not dear why in the declaration the aluminum 
hydroxide and resin emulsion are first dried and then added to S8R and that it 
was not clear what, if any, effect drying the aluminum hydroxide/PTFE emulsion 
mixture would have on the Y/X value of the produced resin composite. 

/ < '."^wv 'tppas.a>S ~ac,ic* that > ?) e aha uru>r. t\J'f<xnL ai < ia<v 
^ <;■:.' ^> ^'c;'^''/a? hid n<\ <: a-LL •/ U) S/*R -n ,i^fa <>' t'n, ^c' n a< > >< 
.'■> -j-*' 1 , }a-rad.i <,! ,< that teact, /''>. , t< m< ">wi . s<i< t . >\ Pi 

<* ,:<> v , y ra v »\; t > .a' a> ;>< ,>? ona / . 'V x> s ' a- >, \, ^ 

of gooa quality. 

>.v .s a-.' I ') aaa <. Sv-a; y, )(/?,• , v( ' u ^ d .<^'\^ >, ,*,v % 
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Cir. 1990). 
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t f t ^ C ? Jt " \l ?t \ 

(sic.) given thai the declaration does not provided (sic.) comparison with the 
; closest" prior an Yamada et aL given that the method of farming the resin 
composite in the declaration is different than that of Yamada et al 

As such, it appears ihut the Examiner discounts the earlier iiied declaration of Apn! 5, 
2005, as noi being persuasive, because in the earlier tiled declaration a knoirs urn hydroxide arid 
resin emulsion are iirsi dried, which is different from die method of Yamada ei al. 

Accordingly, in the enclosed 37 CFR § 1.132 Declaration of Mr. Takcraura, the 
"Experiment V set forth therein does not utilize such a first drying step of the aluminum 
hydroxide and resin emulsion Us utilized in the earlier filed declaration). In particular, as set 
forth it the enclosed declaration. Experiment 1 is set forth as follows: 
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Using the thus obtained resin composite, an index Y/X. of the same resin 
composite was measured in accordance with the procedure set forth in the present 
specification at page 15, lines 17-25. 

As also staled in the enclosed 37 CKR § 1.132 declaration of Mr. Takemura: 

The resin composite of the above Experiment 1 possessed an index Y/X of 
0JS5. h is thus recognized that the resin composite prepared in the above 
Experiment I does not have an index Y/X of 0.1 or less. 

Accordingly, based on arguments previously presented in the earlier reply of 
December 27, 2005, the arguments presented herein, and the comparative testing results 
provided m the enclosed 3? CPR § i .132 declaration of Mr. Takemura enclosed herewith, 
the Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw the outstanding 
rejection of claims S.--2 over the reference of Yamada et al US '553. Any contentions of 
the Examiner and/or USPTO to the contrary are respectfully requested to ho reconsidered 
at present. 

Rejoinder Request 

Upon allowance of claims 1 -2, the Examiner is respectfully requested to rejoin method 
claims 5-4, which ultimately depend from claim L 

Provisional Request far lutervieie 

Should the present reply not result in an allowance of at least pending claims 1-2 in the 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact Mr. John W. Bailey (Reg. No. 
32,8dt) at the offices of Birch, Stewart, Kolasch & Birch, LLP, at the telephone number 
indicated below, or at Mr. Bailey's direct work telephone number (703-205-8031) so that a 
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rv;^>n -T,er- \\ 0'.". .v ^ i.w! el ^ to the Evanm!,; at >o? ^r' , oi \er,\, ee '> oc V 
u- ;w,e,<. - o.i>. v s/uttv h> the pd,e-UabU,r\ ot k<- churned \, \-:jU«\, 

Based upon the remark? submitted herewith, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
tssus a Notice of A llowance clearly indicating that each of the pending claims 1-4 are now in 
condition for allowance. 

Should there he any outstanding matters that need to be resolved in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact John W. Bailey (Reg. No. 32,881) 
at the telephone number below, to conduct an interview in an effort to expedite prosecution in 
connection with the present application. 

11 necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in tins, concurrent, and future 
replies, io charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-244S tor any 
additional tees required under 37 C.F.R. §§ i. 16 or i .17: particularly, extension of tone tees. 

Dated: September 2 1 1 2006 Respectfully submitted, 

BRCH, S s LW Art : >^;LAV>: ,v B i*Ci I ,« ? 

By * * 

John \V Bdti.'x. -33,?S 

i'O Iio\ 

JWB:emn 1 a! $ Churcrt. \ A 22u\ o"4" ,"V3 * \~ 

Attachment: 3? CFR § LI 32 Declaration of Mr. Kazuki Takemura 
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